ity, and motivation (Bailey 1993; Combs, Liu, Hall, and Ketchen 2006; Delaney and Huselid 1996; Huselid 1995; Pfeffer 1994 ). Huselid's (1995) 0019-7939/00/6301 $01.00 profitability or market value (Delery and Doty 1996; Huselid 1995) , product/service quality (MacDuffie 1995; Youndt, Snell, Dean, and Lepak 1996) , and employee turnover (Arthur 1994; Batt 2002; Guthrie 2001 Godard (2004) pointed out, some have argued that the adoption of HPWSs is antithetical to the interests of unions (Huselid and Rau 1997; Kelly 1996) 
Unions and HPWSs
Despite positive evidence for the effec tiveness of high performance work systems, studies to date indicate that the adoption of these types of practices is somewhat limited and sporadic (Godard 2004; Roche 1999 Thus, the high-performance paradigm is best practice not only for employers, but also for workers and, potentially, for their unions" (Godard 2004:349 The results of a study by Freeman, Kleiner, and Ostroff (2000) suggest that employee attitudes toward unions maybe influenced by the use of high performance systems. They found that 25% of workers in firms using HPWSs would vote for a union, versus 40% of workers in firms without such systems.
Evidence also suggests that some firms adopt high performance work systems in part to reduce union influence, although other objectives (for example, cost reduction, im proved product quality) tend to be more im portant (Godard 1998 unions negatively affect the rate of diffusion of these practices. Huselid and Rau (1997) found that the degree of workplace union representation had statistically significant negative implications for the adoption of HPWSs.
In a study of particular relevance to the present effort, Roche (1999) The "risk" associated with HRM innovations that increase workplace efficiency is the pos sibility of decreased demand for labor and subsequent employee attrition. A major role of unions is to provide workers with protec tions againstjob loss, and, as noted by Levine and Tyson (1990:210) Aggregation of these employment security estimates from the two respondents is justi fied if evidence suggests agreement among each firm's respondents. Glick (1985) statistics for the study variables. HPWSs and employment security provisions. The primary relationships of interest are examined using OLS regression and moder ated multiple regressions (MMR) ( Table 3) . (Kochan and Osterman 1994; Rubenstein 2001) .
Further, a number of authors have suggested that if unions and employees feel more secure in their jobs, they will be more receptive to working with management in implementing transformed work systems de signed to improve labor productivity (Levine and Tyson 2000; Roche 1999; Roche and Geary 2002; Rubenstein 2001; Wood 1996 
